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Chapter 2, Section 2 of the Code contains a number of anomalies and ambiguities and we have, by rearrangement, rewriting and additions, endeavoured to remove most of tliese. Article 7 has been extended to include Article 8, and Articles 9 and 10 have been reversed and largely rewritten. More complete and, we think, more accurate definitions of terms have been incorporated in Article 7 and the anomaly of the expression "neotype" has been removed because we consider it to be a somewhat useless concept entirely subject to taxonomic opinion. A new term "protologue" is introduced and is intended to include all the evidence adduced by the original author of a new name, whether it be in the form of description, -statement of distribution or other annotations, all of which must be taken into account in the selection of lectotypes.
153. Article 7 refers to a particular element of a taxon which constitutes the type, but it is not defined. We therefore suggest the following addition:
"It is the element or one of the elements upon which the description (and/or illustration) giving the name valid publication (see Art. 32-45) is based." 154. We regard Note 3 of Article 7 as inaccurate and ambiguous, and suggest that it should be rewritten as follows: "Note 3. If no holotype was indicated by the author who described a taxon, a lectotype as a substitute for it may be designated. When a syntype or paratype exists the lectotype must be chosen from one of these. If the holotype is lost or destroyed, an isotype, if such exists, must be chosen, or failing this, a paratype.
"A lectotype (lectotypus) is either (a) a specimen or other element selected from the original material available to the describer of a taxon (whether cited in the protologue or not) up to the time of publication of the name concerned, when no holotype was plete and, we think, more accurate definitions of terms have been incorporated in Article 7 and the anomaly of the expression "neotype" has been removed because we consider it to be a somewhat useless concept entirely subject to taxonomic opinion. A new term "protologue" is introduced and is intended to include all the evidence adduced by the original author of a new name, whether it be in the form of description, -statement of distribution or other annotations, all of which must be taken into account in the selection of lectotypes.
"A lectotype (lectotypus) is either (a) a specimen or other element selected from the original material available to the describer of a taxon (whether cited in the protologue or not) up to the time of publication of the name concerned, when no holotype was designated, or (b) a duplicate 1) of the holotype when the latter is lost or destroyed. When two or more specimens have been designated as "types" by the author of a specific or infra-specific name (e.g. male and female, flowering and fruiting, etc.) one of them must be chosen as lectotype." 155. The word neotype was defined in Article 7, Note 3 but we find that this is an unnecessary complication, since in the absence of a holotype, the lectotype must be represented by either another specimen used by the author or by the description and/or illustration as indicated in the note to Art. 10. We therefore propose the deletion of the paragraph beginning "A neotype is a specimen ....
It is naturally expected that any monographer will indicate a specimen or specimens which he regards as a good standard of reference for any particular name, but such choices are entirely subject to taxonomic opinion.
156. Add further to Article 7, Note 3, the definitions of isotype, paratype and syntype, at present incorporated in Art. 8, Rec. 8A, with modifications as follows:
"An isotype (isotypus) is a duplicate of the holotype; it is always a specimen, and may become a lectotype when the holotype is lost or destroyed." "A syntype (syntypus) is any one of the two or more specimens or other elements cited or indicated in the protologue when the author failed to designate a holotype, or when two or more specimens or other elements were simultaneously designated as types.
"The choice of a lectotype may be superseded only if it can be shown that it was based upon a misinterpretation of the protologue 2), or if the holotype is rediscovered."
2) The word duplicate is here given its usual meaning in herbarium curatorial practice. It is part of a single gathering made by a collector at one time.
2) Protologue (from rocoro;, first, .oyo;, discourse) "the printed matter accompanying the first publication of the name [ 160. Recommendation 8C to become Recommendation 7C, and in line 1 for "type material" read "original material". This is a form of words designed to remove an ambiguity. "Type material" may be thought to mean the specimens used by the author, though in fact there may be no specimens available to him and his "original material" may have consisted only of earlier published material (letter-press and figures). In view of this conflict of opinion, it is clear that, in the interests of stability, there should be a definite statement in the Code about the status of these names. Whether this should, as Mansfeld proposes (Taxon. 7: 155-6. 1958), state that they are to be treated as validly published generic names, or whether they should be declared not to be such depends upon which course will result in least disturbance of current nomenclature. A detailed analysis of Necker's names is being prepared and will be published before the Montreal Congress. As far as it has gone, it indicates the desirability of rejecting Necker's names. The authors of this proposal consider that the most suitable way in whlich to do this would be to add such names as a further example of the unitary designation of species to be rejected under Art. 68 (3), for we hold the view that Necker used the term "species", just as Linnaeus did, for the smallest permanent and constant groups into which plants could be divided; they differed not in their terminology but in their taxonomic judgment. Some of our colleagues, however, consider that Proskauer's arguments in the opposite sense are convincing, and, as we regard the rejection of Necker's names as much more important than the method by which it is done, we put forward the following proposal: Bullock, in proposing an amended wording for Art. 34, suggested that "diagnosis" in that article should be replaced by "description" on the grounds that some authors were saying too little in Latin about the new taxa for which they were proposing names. His view is that a full description should in future be regarded as necessary for validating names of new taxa. This would represent a break with previous practice, for up to the present a definition has always been considered adequate to validate a new name. As Cain (Proc. Linn. Soc. London, 169: 144-163. 1958) has recently pointed out, it was a definition that Linnaeus provided in his "specific name", as distinct from his trivial name, for each species, and in so doing he was following the precepts of Aristotelean logic. These require that every entity in a classification be defined, the definition consisting of a "genus" and a "differentia", that is to sa) of a statement of the group to which the entity belongs and of the character or characters which distinguish it from all other entities within that group. In botanical literature the "genus" in this sense to which a taxon is assigned is often only indicated in a very general way by implication; thus in older works it may only be implied that a genus, in the botanical sense, belongs to the flowering plants. A statement of the character or characters that are unique to it is, however, a definition in the above sense.
Recommendation
In spite of all the developments in taxonomy during the past two hundred years, a definition in the Aristotelean sense is still all that is essential to indicate the entity to which a name is to be applied. It might be well if "definition" v.'ere to replace both "description" and "diagnosis" in Chapter IV, Section 2. "Description" is not really a suitable word for it suggests that much more than a statement of the differential characters is required to fulfil the requirements of this section of the Code. The primary meaning of "diagnosis" is the mental process of deciding on the position of something in a classification. The following proposal is therefore made:
183. Chapter IV, Section 2. Throughout this section, for "description" read "definition".
184. Article 34. For "diagnosis" read "definition".
Whichever word is used, and especially if it is decided to retain "description", these provisions will be much more The wording of the third para. of Article 32 was altered from that in the Stockholm Code, where it was Article 42, second para., because it was thought by the Editorial Committee that the word "place" in the Stockholm wording might be taken to mean solely the geographical locality at which was issued the work in which the basionym was validly published. There was no intention of altering the effect of the provision. The wording of the Stockholm Code, provided "place" was read correctly, made it clear that the work in which a new combination appears must contain a statement of what the basionym is, its author, the title of the work or serial in which it appeared, the volume number if applicable, the number of the page, plate, specimen (in the case of exsiccatae), etc., where it was validly published, and the date, errors of citation being ignored. This is what "a full reference to its author and original publication" was intended to convey, but there has been a tendency to associate the words "(direct or indirect)" in the first para. Apparently there is nothing to compel an author to indicate the type in words along witli the original diagnosis of the name; he may therefore, presumably indicate it by marking a herbarium specimen 'Type' (in any language he chooses) but is not compelled to give notification that he has done so at the time when he first publishes the new taxon. It is obviously essential and intended that a clear indication should be given at the time of the original publication of the name, and so that this should be understandable by everyone, the indication should be in Latin, as is the diagnosis. In a recent publication everything except the name and diagnosis has been in Japanese, and without a translation from that language it has been impossible to know whether or not the name is validly published. As any proposal to effect this will mean a more stringent requirement than formerly, it must have effect from some future date. . (1840) . The Gossypittum example was deleted from the Paris Code because it was established that Willis had applied the name Gossypium sturtianum to the species earlier in 1947 than G. sturtii had been revived for it. It slould, however, never have been included in the Code, for its final statement is not in accordance with its provisions. Art. 72, Note, (Paris = Art. 81, second para., Stockholm) only authorises the adoption of an epithet that has formed part of an illegitimate name applied to the taxon, not the adoption of the illegitimate name itself. Gossypium sturtii was superfluous when published as a new name for Sturtia gossypioides R. Br. and hence its use as a synonym of R. Brown's name is illegitimate under Art. 64 (1), and its use in any other sense is illegitimate under Art. 64 (2), the homonym rule. It seems that the same reasoning must apply, as the Code stands at present, to Chloris radiata and Spiranthes tortilis, although they differ from Cossypium sturtii in having epithets taken from legitimate names. In other words Art. 64 (1), where it applies, overrules Arts. 54-6.
The typification of Chloris radiata (L.) Sw. and Spiranthes tortilis (Sw.) Rich. raises another question. The type of a new combination is that of its basionym; on the other hand the type of a superfluous name is that of the name or epithet which ought to have been adopted under the rules. Applying the first of these principles, the types of Chloris radiata and Spiranthes tortilis are, respectively, those of Agrostis radiata L. and Satyriumn spirale Sw., applying the second, they are those of Andropogon fasciculatumz L. and Ophrys peruciana Aubl.
It seems most unsatisfactory that anything other than the fact that the combination is pre-occupied by a homonym should prevent the use of the earliest legitimate epithet fur an infrageneric taxon. It is also clearly desirable that the type of a new combination should be the type of its basionym. This can be achieved by introducing a note to Art. 64 (1) excluding from it superfluous new combinations the epithet of whose basionym is legitimate. Such names as Chloris radiata and Spiranthes tortilis would then be regarded as legitimate but incorrect when published but as becoming correct later. There would be no need for the often inconclusive search for the first use of the name after the obstacles to its correct use had disappeared. On the other hand the permanently illegitimate status of such names as Gossypium sturtii would not be affected. The following is therefore proposed: 
ORTHOGRAPHY (F. C. DEIGHTON)
Though. according to Art. 23, para. 2, the epithet of a species "may even be composed arbitrarily", it was not intended that epithets derived from Latin or latinized words should depart from accepted Latin usage. This is implied in Recommendation 73E.
In fungus names, in which it is the common practice to derive the specific epithet from the name of the host plant, incorrectly formed genitives and errors in spelling (e.g. of the stems of nouns used in conjunction with the element incola or icola, to form a noun in apposition) are common and are likely to continue to be so in the absence of an authoritative list of genitives and stems of all plant generic names.
It is therefore desirable that some ruling should be made governing permissible ways of composing epithets for fungus names in order both to ensure that the epithets, if derived from Latin or latinized words, do not contravene accepted Latin usage and to avoid duplication or near-duplication of epithets with identical meaning; and furthermore to make it clear which of such nearduplicated names are to be treated as homonyms.
It is recommended that a list of such rulings should be incorporated in the Code. The following is proposed:
The following Notes (6 and 7) should be added at the end of the present Article 73 and examples:
195. Article 73, Note 6. "Latin or latinized words are declinable and must be treated in accordance witll accepted usage. The following three different uses of such words shall apply to specific epithets of fungus names: 1) Nouns in apposition must be either descriptions of the fungus itself or, if derived from the name of the host plant or an associated plant or object, must be composed of the stem of such a name with the addition of incola or i-cola. A descriptive noun in apposition may be the generic name of another fungus.
2) Nouns derived from and referring to the name of the host plant or an associated plant or object may be only in the genitive case (except for those names ending in incola or icola: see (1) above), and if published in the nominative should be corrected. Nouns of Latin or Greek origin can be spelt in only one way in the genitive case, singular or plural respectively; except for certain Fourthl Declension trees names (e.g. Quercus), epithets derived from which, in two or more forms or spellings of the genitive, must be regarded as orthographic variants. The geni-tive singular is not, however, to be treated as an orthographic variant of the genitive plural.
3) Adjectives derived from the host plant name, etc., must be accepted as published provided that they are in accordance with accepted usage. In the present author's opinion, this proposal is inadvisable, as it will link the code more closely to an old and unnatural classification. On the contrary, it may now be time to detach the code from the Linnaean division of the living world into a Regnum Animale and a Regnum Vegetabile.
